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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or(f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment! s) 

1) [H Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) Q Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Pa P er No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20070320 



Application/Control Number: 10/633,182 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1746 

DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/19/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that the prior art (Hibara and Miller) do not disclose "a 
pressure gage for detecting the pressure in said duct" as claimed by Applicant. Applicant 
specifically argues that Hibara does not disclose this feature nor does Miller. In response to 
applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness 
by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck <& Co,, 
800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). The combination of the references, Hibara 
in view of Miller, discloses the claimed invention as described in the previous office action. 
Applicant also argues that "Miller does not discuss the desirability of providing a pressure 
gage in close proximity to the steam nozzle and moving blade such that the duct pressure is 
detected as currently claimed" (page 3, 2 nd paragraph). However, this limitation is not 
present at any point in the claims and therefore the arguments are not commensurate with 
the scope of the claimed invention. Applicant further argues that the system contemplated 
by Miller merely indicates a "decrease in performance of a turbocharger, which is not 
necessarily indicative of the turbine blades becoming dirty or fouled." (page 4 arguments) 
This argument is not persuasive because Miller specifically states, "Pressure transducer 54 is 
connected to sense the pressure of air being discharged through air discharge 20. It is a drop 
in this pressure that is used to determine when the fouling of the blades has reached the 



Application/Control Number: 10/633,182 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1746 

point where it is significant enough that water injection should be utilized to effect cleaning 
of the blades." (col. 3, 11. 53-59) Therefore, Miller unquestionably provides a teaching that 
the pressure is used to determine the fouling of the blades and as a result injection of water 
to clean the blades. 

The rejections of the dependent claims are also considered not persuasive because of 
the reasons given above. Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title 3 if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hibara (JP 
60-69214) in view of Miller (US Patent No. 4,548,040). 

Hibara discloses a geothermal turbine, which would use steam from the environment. 
This turbine would have the parts which are common in the art to turbines such as ducts, 
blades, casing, etc. (shown also by Miller). Hibara specifically describes the use of nozzles in 
the turbine blades which provide cleaning to the entire surface of the blades (Fig. 1-3, 
emphasis on 3). Hibara does not disclose the control mechanism of the turbine blade 
cleaning system. Miller discloses that the cleaning function can be controlled based on the 
sensed pressure (col. 3, 4). 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Hibara with Miller for the benefit of the efficient control of the cleaning 
operation which allows the turbine to continue running during cleaning and operates only 
when necessary. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller (US 
Patent No. 4,548,040). 

Miller discloses a turbine system with blades, casing, duct, water injection nozzle (70) 
upstream of the stator blade, pressure transducer (gage), and a control unit for opening the 
pump when the detected pressure has reached a certain value (Fig. 1, col. 3, 4; see entire 
document as well). Although the prior art uses a pump instead of a valve, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would readily foresee using a valve or pump as these are both common fluid 
control mechanisms. The "steam" turbine is considered as the intended use of the 
extraneous matter removing system, as there are no limitations present in the claims, which 
define the steam turbine. Therefore, litde patentable weight has been given to this 
limitation. 

Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller 
in view of Rice (US Patent No. 4,384,452). 

Miller discloses the turbine blade cleaner shown above in the 103(a) rejection. They 
do not specifically disclose surface reforming. Rice discloses coating the blade, which is a 
type of surface reforming described by Applicant (col. 9, 11. 35-55; see entire document as 
well). 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Miller with Rice for the benefit of having to do fewer repairs on the 
equipment. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hibara and 
Miller, as applied to claims 1-3 above, and further in view of Rice (US Patent No. 4,384,452). 

Hibara and Miller disclose the turbine blade cleaner shown above in the 103(a) 
rejection. They do not specifically disclose surface reforming. Rice discloses coating the 
blade, which is a type of surface reforming described by Applicant (col. 9, U. 35-55; see entire 
document as well). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Hibara and Miller with Rice for the benefit of having to do fewer repairs 
on the equipment 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed 
until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened 
statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. 
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In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this final action. 



examiner should be directed to Sarah E. Husband whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8387. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael E. Barr can be reached on (571) 272-1414. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is* 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866- 
217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 
OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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